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3i8 YALE LAW JOURNAL 



RECENT CASES. 



CONTRACTS. 



Insurance Policy — Notice of Cancellation — Return of Premium. — Backuf 
ei al., V. Exchange Fire Insurance Co. of City of New York, 49 N. Y. Supp. 
677. By the terms of an insurance policy it was provided that it could be can- 
celled at any time by the insurance company giving five days' notice of such 
cancellation, and when so cancelled, if the premium thereon had been paid, the 
unearned portion would be returned on the surrender of the policy. Held, 
that the payment of such unearned portion was not a prerequisite to the can- 
cellation of the policy, if the insurance company offered to return the same on 
demand and surrender of policy in its notice of cancellation. Walthear v. 
Ins. Co., 2 App. Div. 330. Triich v. Ins. Co., 152 N. Y. 635 distinguished. 

Inn Keepers — Extent of Liability for Lost Goods. — Amey v. Winchester, 
39 Atl. Rep. (N. H.)487. Plaintiff attended a banquet at a hotel, where he regis- 
tered and was assigned a room. Upon leaving the dining-room his hat was miss- 
ing. Held, that the inn keeper was not liable. The mere registration and 
assignment put him in no different position than if he had registered and obtaine d 
a room elsewhere. 

Pledge — What Constitutes. — Matthenvson v. Caldwell, 52 Pac. Rep. 
(Kan.) 104. Certain collateral notes were set apart from others of a like kind 
as pledges, were placed in a package indorsed with a memorandum of the 
terms of the pledge, were pointed out to pledgee, and put in the vault of a 
bank where the pledgee and her husband, who was also one of the pledgors, 
had other securities. The deposit of the pledge was made by the husband, to 
whom it had been delivered as agent of the wife and in her presence, the 
nature of the transaction having been previously explained to her, and her 
assent thereto secured. The bank clerk to whom the notes were intrusted was 
instructed, pledgee assenting, to take special charge of them, and substitute 
other notes in place of such as might thereafter be paid. Held, a valid pledge, 
there being such a change of possession as to constitute a valid delivery, even 
though the pledgors had access to the place where the pledge was kept, and 
could have violated the terms of the pledge. The court attempts to distinguish 
the case from the very similar one of Casey v. Cavaroc, 96 U. S. 467, on the 
ground that in the latter case there was no memorandum or other distinguish- 
ing mark on the pledge, nor any such assent by the pledgee as to cause a 
novation, as in the present case. 

Contract — Beneficial Interest of Third Party. — Thomas Mfg. Co. v. 
Prat her, 44 S. W. Rep (Ark.) 218. Defendant company had entered into a 
contract by which it bound itself to furnish medical attendance to one of its 
employees, in case he should be injured while in its employ. The employee, 
on being so injured, engaged the services of plaintiff as his physician, with the 
full knowledge and approval of defendant. Held, Bunn, C. J., dissenting. 



